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Via Electronic Mail

Dear Ms, Townsend:

Comment Letter — Proposed Water Recycling Policy

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) are pleased to offer the
following comments regarding the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Board’s) draft Water
Recycling Policy (Policy). These comments supplement and expand upon the Districts’ letter dated March
27, 2007, regarding development of the Policy, and testimony at the October 2, 2007 Workshop on this
matter. The Districts provide for the wastewater and solid waste management needs of over five million
people in 78 cities and unincorporated areas within Los Angeles County. As part of that program, the
Districts operate ten water reclamation plants that currently provide some 94,000 AFY of recycled water to

~ over 530 sites for a variety of uses, including landscape irrigation, agricultural irrigation, industrial
processing, environmental enhancement, and groundwater recharge. Since the inception of our program
in 1962, the Districts have delivered over 2 million acre-feet of recycled water for reuse.

The Districts wish to contimie our longstanding water recycling operations while protecting the
beneficial uses of the region’s water resources in a reliable and cost-effective manner. A single,
reasonable statewide policy that both encourages recycled water use and is protective of the State’s water
supplies is highly desirable. For this reason, the Districts strongly support the development of a policy
framework that that enables recycled water use and provides regulatory consistency throughout the State.
The Districts congratulate the State Board for taking the step to develop this Policy; however, we believe
the current draft requires some substantive changes to achieve these goals. Without such changes, the
Policy could have the unfortunate and unintended effect of deterring or discouraging reuse.

The Districts support the comments submitted by the WateReuse Association on the draft Policy

and submit the following comments to supplement them. These comments reflect both the Districts’ long
involvement with and significant investment in the development of water recycling in our service area and
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the unique institutional, regulatory and economic conditions that our agency experiences in Los Angeles
County with regard to water recycling.

General Comments

The following are the Districts’ main comments. Additional detailed comments on the policy are
contained in Attachment 1.

Groundwater Recharge «

¢ The Policy should require the Regional Boards to defer to the California Department of Public
Health (CDPH) when setting standards to protect human health for groundwater supplies that
have been augmented with recycled water. In particular, we believe it important that the Policy
does not override the precedent-setting Order issued by the State Board for the Alamitos Barrier
Recycled Water Project (Order No. 2006-0001) with regard to requirements for toxic constituents
and the role of CDPH in issuing requirements for protection of public health. It is our
understanding that it was the intent of State Board staff to make sure there were no conflicts, but
" we believe the current language does not achieve that intent. We have provided in our detailed
comments suggested changes to the recitals and provisions to reflect Order No. 2006-001 and the
State Board’s desire to protect groundwater beneficial uses from impairment associated with

chemicals of emerging concern. ' ‘

e We belicve it is important that the Policy not conflict with CDPH’s current thinking regarding
specific requirements for groundwater recharge projects, which have already been included in a
‘pumber of permiis issued for recharge projects. Suggestions have been provided in the detailed
comments to address this concern. '

e We recommend that the Policy be expanded to address salts and best practicable treatment and
2 control for groundwater recharge projects. Suggested language has been provided in the detailed
! comnments. ' _
Linbility
The Districts do not take lightly our legal responsibility to protect the environment and public
health when it comes to the use of recycled water. However, we have serious issues with the language in
the Policy that deals with liability. '
¢ Some of the language regarding liability in the Policy appears to simply reiterate existing law and
regulations. We understand it was not the State Board’s intent to increase or decrease a recycled
water user’s liability under existing statute but the language in the draft Policy may be
misunderstood by potential users. The language does little to enhance the Policy, and its inclusion
in the Policy most likely will have a chilling effect on existing and future recycled water
irrigation customers and will unduly alarm the general public over a product that has proven to be
safe over years of use. : ' '

» Discussing liability associated with the use of recycled water for irrigation together with that for
groundwater recharge in terms of liability is unsupportable because irrigation projects have a very
low probability of impacting groundwater quality. ‘

e Bxtending lability to include compounds that are currently unregulated will create an unlimited
and open-ended liability that will also have a chilling effect on irrigation users unwilling to accept
such a lLiability. .




